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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

Seventy-four years ago, there were eight private junior colleges
in the United States with a total enrollment of approximately 100
students.

The rate of enrollment for students in the community junior

colleges began to rise at an accelerated rate after World War II.
M any of these students were returning G.I.'s needing additional
education and/or occupational-vocational training.

A second sharp

increase was seen following the Korean War as the returning veterans
again took advantage of the G.I. Bill benefits.
1963-70,

During the years

there were two significant advances in expansion in c o m

m un i t y junior colleges.

First,

the number of these institutions

increased from 622 to 1,061 or 71 percent, wit h the expansion found
p rimarily in public institutions.

Secondly,

the total enrollment

nearly tripled, rising to about 2,300,000 students and again the
growth was almost entirely in public institutions.
The 1974 Community and Junior College Directory for Fall 1973
listed a total of 1,165 community junior colleges,

technical insti

tutes, and 2-year branches of 4-year colleges and universities.

The

p ublication also reported a total enrollment of 3,144,643 students
for these institutions that same year.

These 1973 enrollment figures

showed an increase of 9.7 percent over the Fall of 1972.

There is

1
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p erhaps no other type of educational institution that has recently
been the object of m ore discussion or optimistic predictions.

During

their short history the community junior colleges have carved a per
manent niche in postsecondary education.

The Carnegie Commission

report New Students and N ew Places (1971) recommended the establish
ment of 175 to 235 n e w public community junior colleges by 1980 in
the United States.
The state of Michigan has had a very successful rate of growth
in the public community junior colleges and in student enrollments.
The total enrollment reported in October 1973 for the twenty-nine
public community junior colleges in the state was 142,473 students
as compared to 129,539 for October 1971.

Statement of the Problem

T he purpose of this study was to survey the goals and institu
tional activities of Michigan public community junior colleges in
fulfilling their role in the S t a t e ’s system of education.

The com

m unity junior colleges in Michigan and in this country have experienced
a tremendous growth in student enrollment and in the number of new
institutions in the past twenty years.

These institutions have

m atured as a truly Amer i c an segment of postsecondary education.

The

period of extensive growth, however, has created some confusion as to
the unique identity of this type of institution,

its role and how this

role should be performed, and how all segments of the educational
system can m ost effectively cooperate in articulation efforts.
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Definition of Terms

In order to promote greater consistency in reading and to focus
more clearly on the scope of the study,

the following terms are de

fined:
1.

Community junior colleges — a local, public tax-supported
institution of higher education, serving primarily a
specific geographic region, with an open door policy, and
w h ich grants an associate degree or certificate upon com
pletion of a program.

2.

Community junior college president —
the chief administra
tive officer of the institution.
There are several chief
a dministrative officers in Michigan who have the title,
Dean of the College, rather than President.
For purposes
of this study, all chief administrators have been referred
to as president.

3.

Institutional goal — a statement, derived from the college's
roles and functions, which represents a desired and valued
outcome for the institution.

4.

Objective — a statement of an activity
represents an intermediate step to goal
written in measurable terms.

or behavior which
achievement and

Need and Significance of the Study

The origin of the public junior college can be traced to develop
ments that occurred during the later part of the nineteenth century
but it is a product of the twentieth century.

Ideas for a new orderly

system of American secondary education were introduced by Henry P.
Tappan while President of the University of Michigan, during the
1850's, as a result of his knowledge and experience with German univer
sities.

Tappan never conceptualized the public junior college but his

ideas certainly contributed to its development.

William R. Harper,

President of the University of Chicago, was probably the man most
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responsible for the inception of the public junior college.

Harper

was an advocate of the split level or bifurcated university concept.
He had probably read in the literature of Michigan's experience in
teaching the first two years of university wor k at selected high
schools during the 1 8 9 0 ’s.

In an address to the National Education

Association in 1900, Harper recommended the addition of one or two
years to the present course as the next step in the development of
the high school, or in other words, receiving the equivalent of the
freshman and the sophomore college years.

The first public junior

college was established at Joliet, Illinois in 1502.

Harper urged

the purposes and functions of this new educational concept to include:
A good terminal place that would be satisfactory
for those students not really fitted by nature
to take the higher work.
Persons lacking courage or ability to tackle
four years of college would be ready to try two
years of education.
Students living near the college whose ambition
it was to go away to college could remain at home
until a greater personal maturity has been reached.
A study of Michigan community junior colleges by Martorana in
1955 showed a considerable difference of opinion among educators and
legislators as to the role of the college and how the role should be
performed.

There was a lot of interest in the community junior

college and its relationship to and articulation with the other educa
tional components of the State's system of education.

Martorana felt

the differences of opinion had in part been created from a misunder
standing of the economic, social, and cultural events whic h precipitated
the establishment of community junior colleges.

His study indicated
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a lack of agreement among educators and legislators regarding the
essential characteristics and the educational concept of these insti
tutions in the state.
After reviewing the catalogs of the community junior colleges,
operating under the community junior college laws of Michigan,
Martorana found a commitment to the concept of educational services
provided in the enabling legislation.

He found that all institutions,

shared the general purpose of helping individuals lead a better and
richer life as citizens in our democracy.
purpose,

In addition to the general

the administrators of Michigan community jur.ior colleges

showed a strong agreement on three purposes in fulfilling their edu
cational role.

These purposes were:

1) to provide courses of an

academic nature for those students who plan to go on for further study
and a baccalaureate degree;

2) to provide courses of a occupational-

vocational nature for those students who plan to seek immediate
employment in business and industry; and 3) to provide a broad and
flexible p r ogram of adult and continuing education courses for those
folk out of school and living in the community.
A review of the 1973-74 catalogs of Michigan community junior
colleges showed a continuing consensus of agreement on the purposes
stated above.

There has, however, been a period of extensive change

and intensive examination of postsecondary education these past two
decades.

The literature shows that Michigan community junior colleges

have expanded their efforts of fulfilling their role in the S t a t e ’s
system of education (Whitmore, 1975).
The community junior colleges are currently struggling with an
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Identity crisis and a m ore efficient means of enhancing articulation
wi t h other segments of the educational system (Bushnell, 1973; Gleazer,
1973).

The institutional goals and activities which serve the pur

pose and roles of community junior colleges are in an evolutionary
period.

The economic,

social, and cultural actions of society today

are interacting with the community junior colleges.

The institutional

goals and activities of M ichigan community junior colleges have not
been studied since 1955.

Scope of the Project

The purpose of this project was to design and test a survey
instrument composed of institutional goals and activities for Michigan
public community junior colleges.

The institutional goals and acti

vities were written in areas that reflected the most significant and
important goals for these institutions.
as a result of:

The goals were dete Mined

1) an intensive review of the literature;

2) a series

of interviews with administrators of Southwestern Michigan community
junior colleges; 3) the assistance of two Presidents of regional
community colleges; and 4) the author's experience in a community
college.

The goal areas chosen were:

1) Institutional Planning;

2) Institutional Management; 3) Articulation;
5) Professional Development;

4) Institutional Research;

6) Instructional Delivery Systems;

Accountability and Evaluation; and 8) Collective Bargaining.

7)

A

number of institutional activities were written for each goal area.
A copy of the instrument was sent to the President of every public
community junior college in Michigan.

The President of each college
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was asked to give a priority rating to each activity for three time
periods:

Past 1970-74, Current 1974-75, and Future 1975-80.

Overview of the Dissertation

The purpose of this chapter was to define the problem and to
explain the rationale for the study.

The need and significance of

the study was also explained.
Chapter II will be a review of the related literature.

The

literature content areas will include goals and objectives for post
secondary education and specifically for community junior colleges.
Also included will be literature on leadership and management in com
mu nity junior colleges.
Chapter III will present the methods and procedures used for the
collection of the data including the development of the survey instru
ment and the rationale for the survey methodology.
Chapter IV will present the data and the analysis of the data.
Chapter V will present the summary of the data with the results
and conclusions drawn from the data.

It will also present recommenda

tions for further study.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL OVERVIEW

Historians of the community junior college movement describe this
p ostsecondary institution as the only educational institution which
can truly be claimed as an American invention.

The public junior

college concept attained its reality in 1901 with the establishment
of the first public college at Joliet,
Harper.

Illinois by William Rainey

Harper believed, as other educational leaders of that time,

that the local h igh school was the appropriate place for students
to receive two additional years of education,
freshman and sophomore years of college.

the equivalent of the

Harper,

the first president

of the U niversity of Chicago, was a strong advocate of the split
level or bifurcated university concept.

The institution that

d eveloped to handle this role became the junior college.

From a

beginning in 1900 when there were eight private junior colleges with
an enrollment of approximately 100 students, the community junior
college concept has grown to an association which currently lists
1,165 institutions w ith an enrollment of over 3 million students
(American A s s ociation of Community and Junior Colleges, 1974).
Across A m erica from Florida to Alaska and from N e w York to
California,

there are various names for these colleges:

many of these

i nstitutions are called junior colleges, but others are known as city
colleges,
colleges.

community colleges, community junior colleges, or simply
These are institutions with an identity of their own

8
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(Bushnell, 1973).

Their resources are directed toward programs which

meet the particular education, vocational, and avocational needs
of members of the community,

thus helping to wor k toward a current

common goal today for many Americans:

the availability of postsecon

dary education to all.
A l though m any members of the general public are not concerned
about receiving a degree,
education.

they do have specific goals for postsecondary

The g "owing increase in leisure time,

the accelerated

o bsolescence of professional and technical careers,

the effects of

automation, the effect of earlier retirement combined with an increase
in life expectancy, an increasing interest in intellectual development,
the reconsideration of appropriate roles for w omen and minorities in
our society, and an increase in the need for equal access and equal
opportunity in postsecondary education —

these trends with their

unresolved issues combine to give a significantly broader perspective
to postsecondary education.

Citizens are expecting and even demanding

that programs be designed to deal with these concerns.

They do not

b elieve that these issues should be low in priority in institutional
planning for postsecondary education (Bushnell, 1973; Dobbins,

1968;

G l e a z e r , 1973).
The public community junior college is emerging as one of the
most vital forces in postsecondary education (Gleazer, 1973).

Society

is demanding that opportunities exist for education beyond high
school —

and the public community junior college is needed to pro

vide that opportunity.

The establishment of such a college in certain

areas can provide an opportunity, both geographic and financial, to
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m any students w h o would not otherwise have access to this education.
The Carnegie Commission has recommended the establishment of 175 to
235 n ew public community colleges by 1980 to help meet this need in
their report N ew Students and New Places

(1971).

This type of

institution is viewed as one of the finest expressions of democracy
in action.

T he experience and reward of a college education can be

extended to all who want it.
education,

In a democratic system of postsecondary

it has the potential for recognizing individual capability

and the value of a range of interests, aptitudes, and abilities.
Education and the process of education should be measured on a line
of progression as well as the achievement of a goal.
The philosophy of the community junior college includes an
attempt by the administration and the board to develop programs that
recognize the different capabilities of students and the varying
needs of students of all ages.

This author believes the philosophy

has developed w i t h a realistic view of the nature of man and the
purposes and value of education.

One of the most supportive state

ments of this philosophy came from President Harry S. Truman's
Commission on Higher Education (1946-47).

The Commission reported:

"It is a commonplace of the democratic faith that
education is indispensable to the maintenance and growth
of freedom of thought, faith, enterprise, and association.
Thus the social role of education in a democratic society
is at once to secure equal liberty and equal opportunity
to differing individuals and groups, and to enable the
citizen to understand, appraise, and redirect forces, men,
and events as these tend to strengthen or to weaken their
liberties.
"In performing this role, education will necessarily
vary its means and methods to fit the diversity of its
constituency, but it will achieve its ends more success
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fully If its programs and policies grow out of and are
relevant to the characteristics and needs of contemporary
society."
The Commission went on to recommend that equal educational opportu
nities be available for all persons to the maximum of their individual
abilities and without regard to their economic status, race, creed,
color,

sex, national origin, or ancestry.

The Commission recommended

that such opportunities should be a major goal of American democracy.
Personnel in the community junior college are concerned with
and involved in meeting this goal.

One challenge is helping other

segments of the educational system understand their purpose within
the system —

articulation.

One study (Havighurst and Rodgers, 1952)

suggested an equation that could be used to determine the probability
of a student pursuing postsecondary education.

The probability

equals mental ability plus social expectation plus individual mot i 
va tion plus financial ability plus propinquity.

All factors in this

equation are complex and interrelated and represent potential
obstacles to enrollment.

The belief that education is a social and

individual good/right and that society is obligated to provide as
mu c h of it as any person desires and can profit from has produced
the community junior college.

Its existence is a result of these

interacting forces.
Mi chigan was among the early advocates of the community junior
college concept.

In Grand Rapids six part-time faculty and 49

^Higher Education for American Democracy. A Report of the
President's Commission on Higher Education.
N e w York: Harper and
Row, 1948.
Volume I, p . 5.
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students m ade a decision in 1914 to begin a new type of educational
institution (Gannon, 1969).

The traditional academic disciplines

m ade up the initial class offerings.

As the state changed from

predominantly rural to predominantly industrial, a new role emerged
for the community junior college.
As part of a survey in 1956 of higher education in Michigan,
a report was made on the community junior colleges

(Martorana, 1956).

M artorana (1956) reported that one predominant problem of higher
education in Michigan concerned the role of community junior colleges
in the development of facilities for postsecondary education.

There

was evidence of a considerable difference of opinion between legis
lators and educators as to what the role of the community junior
college should be and how the role should be carried out in relation
ship to the s t a t e ’s other educational units.

Martorana reported

the lack of agreement concerning the goals of these institutions
and a lack of understanding of the social,
forces which had produced them.

cultural, and economic

Realizing these differences and

realizing an ever increasing demand for these institutional services
created a need for understanding the goals of community junior colleges.
After reviewing the catalogs of those institutions operating
under the community junior college laws of Michigan, Martorana
found a commitment to the concept of educational services as provided
in the enabling legislation.

All institutions accepted the general

purpose of helping individuals lead a better and richer life as
citizens in a democracy.
on three purposes:

In addition,

they showed strong agreement

1) to provide courses of an academic nature for
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those students w ho planned to go on for further study and a baccalau
reate degree;

2) to provide courses of a occupational-vocational

nature for those students who planned to seek immediate employment
in business and industry; and 3) to provide a broad and flexible
program of adult and continuing education courses for those out of
school and living in the community.
A review of current catalogs indicates a continuing consensus
about these purposes.

M ichigan community junior colleges have,

however, been through a period of extensive growth and they have
greatly expanded their efforts to fulfill their role in the state's
system of education.

The goals and activities which help to meet

the purposes and roles of these institutions are in an evolutionary
period.

The community junior colleges of Michigan are attempting to

determine their institutional goals for more efficient and effective
planning, an activity common to most institutions of this type in
America.

Institutional Goals and Objectives

An institutional goal is defined in this dissertation as a
statement, derived from the community junior college's role and
functions, wh i c h represents a desired and value outcome for the
institution.

The goals of an institution serve many functions.

They

provide orientation by depicting a future state of affairs which the
organization strives to realize.

By providing the orientation,

establish guidelines for institutional activities.

they

Goals also con

stitute a source of legitimacy which justifies the activities of an
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Institution and serve as standards by w hich members of an institution
and outsiders can m e asure the success of the institution (Etzioni,
1964; Peterson,

1971b).

Goals can be used as standards of measure

ment toward the efficiency and effectiveness of the institution.
The public community junior colleges are social
pursue

specific goals;

these goals.

institutions which

their very raison d'etre is the service

of

Any study that examines the goals of public community

junior colleges must by necessity examine a basic question:

What

goals are these institutions to serve?
In his w e l l-known "House Divided" speech, Abraham Lincoln
said:
"If we could first know where we are, and
whither we are tending, we could then better
judge what to do
and how to do it."
T hese words,

their age not

withstanding, are relevant to the need

planning and the significance of institutional goals.
goal is

a desired state of affairs which the institution attempts

r ealize (Etzioni, 1964).

The Carnegie Commission (1973)

for

An institutional
to

in its final

report on higher education recommended a set of action priorities,
the first of w h i c h was the need for the clarification of purposes
(goals) of postsecondary education.
Peterson

(1970) defines an institutional goal as a concept or

a verbal a bstraction and elaborates that goals are statements which
indicate specified ends, priorities, or outputs for an institution.
He goes on to say that this conceptual tool can be useful in
deliberating, determining, and evaluating policy and practice in
educational institutions.

Community junior colleges must be able

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

15
to articulate their unique goals in ways meaningful to the consti
tuencies and supporters they serve.

Community junior colleges are

establishing their unique niche in postsecondary education.

These

institutions have been described by many authors as those which exist
to provide:

1) occupational and vocational training;

2) the first

two years of a liberal arts academic curriculum for students trans
ferring to a four-year college; and 3) a range of public services
for individuals and agencies in the community service area
Gleazer,

1973; Monroe, 1972).

Beyond these purposes,

(e.g.

community

junior colleges, more than any other segment of our educational
system, have the freedom to experiment,

to explore new paths of

learning, and to break w ith traditional methods of teaching.

They

can become truly unique and innovative educational institutions
(Gleazer, 1973).
Institutional goals reflect the broader,

longer-term commitments

of an institution, w h ile objectives represent more specific and
quantifiable statements.

Objectives are tangible statements which

describe an action or represent an intermediate step in pursuit of
a future goal

(Bushnell,

1973).

Objectives in an educational

institution are the desired or the intended outcomes in achievement
of a goal (Mager,

1962).

In this dissertation, an objective is

defined as a statement of an activity or behavior w hich represents
an intermediate step to goal achievement and is written in
measurable terms.
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Uses of Institutional Goals

Goals and objectives of an institution can provide members with
a blueprint of institutional activities and priorities.

There are

a number of ways that clear conceptions of institutional goals may
be put to use on the community junior college campus.
Peterson (1970) lists several uses of institutional goals:
1) developing fundamentals of policy;
making;

3) planning;

2) guiding general decision

4) managing information systems;

5) evaluating;

and 6) implementing of accountability procedures.
Institutional goals can be conceptualized in two categories:
output goals and support goals.
between these two kinds of goals:

There is a definite distinction
those goals w h ich are manifested

in a product of some kind are output goals and those goals which are
the ends of persons responsible for the maintenance activities of the
institution are support goals

(Gross and Grambsch,

1968).

Output

goals are the collective activities of an institution as it attempts
to carry out its m a i n functions,

e.g.,

teaching and community service.

Support goals are those activities that facilitate reaching the out
put goals and are necessary for maintaining the system, e.g., adapta
tion,

integration, planning, and tension-management.
Institutional goals have also been categorized into outcome

goals and process goals

(Bushnell, 1973; Peterson,

1971b).

This

represents an attempt to conceptualize in a meaningful and useful
way the spectrum of goals of American postsecondary institutions in
the early 1 9 7 0 ’s.

Outcome goals are the substantive objectives of
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Institutions,

such as intellectual development, vocational prepara

tion, and public community service programs.

Process goals are the

internal objectives that relate to campus climate and to educational
process,

such as democratic governance, freedom, and off-campus

learning.

Research on Goals

One of the first comprehensive studies of university goals was
conducted in 1964 by Gross and Grambsch.

They examined the goals of

68 nondenominational PhD-granting universities in this country.

Their

instrument consisted of 47 goal statements which were divided into
17 output goals and 30 support goals.
tors and faculty members,

The respondents, administra

rated the goal statements in two ways:

first, each person was asked to state whether a given goal was thought
to be important at the university;

and second, each person was asked

if the goal should be important at the university.

The distinction

was to provide some protection against the danger of perception of
actual university goals and personal goals.
scored on a scale of 1 to 5.

Each response was

The instrument was designed for

universities only and not for any other type of postsecondary insti
tutions.

In general the respondents agreed on the relative importance

of all goals,
exceeded

.90.

except five of the support goals whose standard deviation
The seven top goals of American universities were,

in order:
1.

Protect the faculty's right to academic freedom.

2.

Increase or maintain the prestige of the university.
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3.

Maintain top quality In those programs felt to be
especially Important.

4.

Ensure the continued confidence and support of
contributors.

5.

Keep up to date.

6.

Train students in scholarship and research and creative
endeavor.

7.

Carry on pure research (Gross & Grambsch, 1968).

The return rate was 51% for faculty and 40% for administrators.
A survey of 116 college communities in California was conducted
by Peterson in 1972 using the Institutional Goal Inventory (IGI),
an instrument developed at Educational Testing Service.
categories of institutions were:
State University and Colleges;
colleges and universities.

The four

University of California; California

community colleges; and private

The instrument was administered to

faculty, administrators, students, governing boards or trustees,
and members of the local community.

The instrument consisted of 90

goal statements belonging to 20 goal areas, divided into 13 outcome
goals and 7 process goals, plus a miscellaneous category.
format was similar to the Gross and Grambsch instrument.

The
The res

pondent was asked to rate on a scale of 1 to 5 how important the
goal is presently at the campus and how important the goal should be.
The results showed that segments of institutions and their
constituencies differ in the value they attached to various goals
(Peterson, 1973).

There was universal agreement among colleges and

constituencies about the importance of certain goals, primarily
Intellectual Orientation (toward learning) and Community (open com-
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munication, mutual trust, and respect among students, faculty, and
administrators).

Presidents tended to describe their campuses in

more favorable terms than did the other constituencies.

A significant

finding among community colleges was that the highest priority, both
in the Ls and should be ratings, was given to some of the newer
objectives —

meeting local educational needs, career training, and

extending learning opportunities to all students.
have reflected the current social,
that time.

These goals may

economic, and political forces at

The seven top goals of community college administrators

, in o r d e r :

1

.

2.

Vocational Preparation
Community

3.

Individual Personal Development

4.

Meeting Local Needs

5.

Innovation

6.

Intellectual Orientation

7.

Social Egalitarianism

Included in the seven top goals of faculty and day and evening
students were vocational preparation,

community, individual personal

development, meeting local needs, and intellectual orientation
(Peterson, 1973).
Bushnell

(1973) surveyed a stratified random sample of 90

community junior colleges in the United States as part of the
Project Focus study.

The presidents were asked to respond to a list

of 26 goal statements taken from the Institutional Goal Inventory
produced at Educational Testing Service.

A random sample of faculty
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and students w ere asked to respond to a list of 12 of the 26 goal
statements.

The respondents were asked to rate each goal on a

scale of 1 to 5 as to h o w important the goal is at the present time
and how important the goal should be during the coming decade.

The

26 goal statements are divided into 9 output goals and 17 process
goals.
In reading these results,

the reader should remember that

faculty and students rated only 12 of the goal statements and the
presidents rated 26 goal statements.

Looking at the total sample,

there was a high degree of congruence in the rank ordering of the
same set of goals by presidents and faculty

(Bushnell, 1973).

A

c omparison of the presidents' and faculties' rating of current goals
showed only one goal given a mid-level priority by presidents was
g iven a higher priority by faculty,
for any student.

i.e., provide some education

In the nine top ranked goals by presidents,

are output goals and four are process goals.
r anked all the preferred
p erceived

five

Also the presidents

(should be) goals the same as all the

(is presently) goals in the nine top goals, with one

exception,

i.e., provide for curricular and instructional evaluation.

The presidents' perceptions of the nine top current
in community junior colleges were,

(1971-72) goals

in order:

1.

Serve higher education needs of local youth.

2.

Encourage mutual trust and respect among faculty, students,
and administrators.

3.

Establish and define institutional purposes.

4.

Respond to local community needs.
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5.

Make financial assistance available to any academically
qualified student.

6.

Help students respect own abilities and limitations.

7.

Maintain campus environment of intellectual excitement.

8.

Provide educational opportunities for local adults.

9.

Help students adapt to new occupational requirements.

There was a high degree of consensus among community and junior
college administrators,

faculty, and students on major goals to be

served by their colleges.

The presidents did emphasize responding

to community needs and they placed significantly greater importance
on output goals than did university administrators in previous
studies.

Leadership and Management

Institutional goal development and determination can both
identify the goals and establish priorities among the goals.

An

institution can achieve this development when a consensus has been
reached through a democratic and participatory process.

The process

must be considered fair and must include input from all constituencies
if the goals are to be accepted

(Bushnell, 1973; Peterson,

However the process is managed,

1973).

the responsibility for setting

the process in m o tion and for providing leadership in the process
lies w ith the president or chief campus administrator

(Peterson, 1970).

The president of a local community junior college has the primary
responsibility for determining the substance and levels of priority
of the i n s t i t u t i o n ’s goals (Bushnell,

1973).

The president of a
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postsecondary institution often is the communication link between
the constituencies of an institution.

The president must generate

interest on the part of all constituencies in helping to build
constructive plans w h i c h will enable the institution to attain its
goals.

The presidents as originators of the process must thereafter

show their actions as reflecting in every possible way their efforts
to reach these goals.

Summary

C o m munity junior colleges must develop, clarify, and articulate
their goals

(Gleazer, 1973; Peterson,

1973).

Goals will give direction

to present and future wo r k for constituencies both inside and outside
the institution.

Goals will provide a basis for public understanding,

measurement, and support of the college

(Bushnell, 1973; Gleazer, 1973).

Goals will al l o w trust, respect, and cooperation within a vertical
and horizontal system of open communication (Etzioni, 1964).
will a l low an institution to create its own unique identity
1964; Peterson,

1971b).

Goals
(Etzioni,

Goals will allow an institution to measure

its growth along a line of progression and in depth (Peterson, 1970).
Thus, goals a l low growth to progress along a predictable pattern rather
than blowing and bending with the wind.
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CHAPTER III

M ETHOD AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

T he purpose of this chapter is to present the method chosen for
investigation and the procedures used in development of the survey
instrument.

The eight goal concept areas chosen for research are

p resented and defined.

The demographic variables chosen for study

are presented, defined, and explained.

The survey procedure is also

explained.

The Method

T he basic research strategy employed in this investigation was a
survey.

A survey instrument was developed and sent to the president

of the twenty-nine public community junior colleges in Michigan.
Babbie
1)

(1973) describes the purposes of survey research as

description,

2) explanation and 3) exploration.

In developing this

r esearch project the purposes were to describe a population along
several dimensions and to explore the area of institutional goals and
a ctivities in M i chigan public community junior colleges.
T he variety of areas to be explored with the community junior
college presidents and the desire for a more objective data base
for the development of an instrument to measure institutional goals
and activities required a parsimonious approach to the problem.

A

23
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survey instrument to be completed by mail was the accepted strategy.

The Instrument

A review of the instruments currently available for measuring
and assessing community junior college goals revealed that Peterson
(1973) had developed an instrument that was most specifically related
to the problem.

Peterson (1973) conducted a survey of 116 college

communities in California and developed the Institutional Goals
Inventory published by the Educational Testing Service.

The instru

ment was primarily directed to the traditional four-year college
and university.
Bushnell

It was not suitable for this project.

(1973) conducted a survey of goals for a stratified

random sample of community junior colleges in this country as a por
tion of the Project Focus study.

The attempt was made to determine

if these institutions do indeed have long-range goals, and, if so,
is there consensus on these goals.

The survey instrument included

twenty-six goal statements which were a modified portion of the
Institutional Goals Inventory specifically chosen for use in the
community junior college sample.

The researcher felt that the instru

ment used by Bushnell (1973) needed major revisions to meet the needs
and status of Michigan community junior colleges and to meet the
design of this study.

To test this hypothesis, the twenty-six goal

statement portion of the instrument was administered to a population
of eight Southwestern M i chigan community junior colleges in March,
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1974.

The instrument was completed by a top line administrator and

r eturned for analysis.

The results from this exploratory effort

suggested that extensive revision needed to be made in the instru
ment.

The decision was made to develop a survey instrument which

would meet the specific needs of this study.

The instrument was

developed and was designed to examine eight institutional goal con
cept areas through a series of forty-seven institutional activities
that w ere to be rated in the time periods of past, current and
future.
The instrument was developed following these basic steps
(Peterson, 1973):
1.

A n extensive review of the literature on institutional
goals in postsecondary education generally and the
community junior colleges specifically.

2.

A careful review and critique of the Institutional Goals
Inventory published by Educational Testing Service and the
modified version used by Bushnell.

3.

The development of a comprehensive list of possible
institutional goal statements for community junior colleges.

4.

A critique and refinement of the list to avoid duplica
tion.

5.

A n analysis of the list for basic concepts and content.

6.

The grouping of statements into concept areas and cate
gories of institutional functioning.

7.

The refinement of statements to reduce ambiguity and
determine appropriateness of placement in categories.

8.

Development of instrument with institutional activities
designed to measure goals, time periods and institutional
skill capability.

9.

Refinement and revision of instrument with all institutional
activity statements randomized.
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10.

Development of final format and item content.

The final formal of the Instrument

(see Appendix A) contained

the following:
1.

A randomized list of forty-seven institutional activity
statements.

2.

A rating scale for the priority of each activity:
1) Very
high priority; 2) High priority; 3) Low priority; 4) Very
low priority; and 5) Not appropriate (for this institution).

3.

Three time periods for each activity to be rated:
1) Past
(1970-74); 2) Current (1974-75); and Future (1975-80).

4.

Three categories of institutional skill and data capability
to measure the achievement of the item based on present
resources:
1) Can do alone; 2) Can only do wit h outside
resources; and 3) Cannot do.

5.

A final statement assessing willingness to share informa
tion:
Yes or No.

Definitions of Goal Concept Areas

The instrument was composed of eight concept areas of institu
tional goals for community junior colleges.

These were selected

because of the frequency of their occurrence in the literature and
because of the present issues and concerns in Michigan.
Institutional Planning was defined as goals, objectives and
activities w h ich relate to the development,

implementation and

assessment of policies, guidelines and procedures for directing future
actions of the institution.
Institutional Management was defined as those goals and activi
ties which relate to the administration of the institution and focus
specifically:
2)

1) upon implementation of policies and procedures;

providing for and participating in planning;

3) control or
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monitoring functions to assure operational stability and adequacy;
and 4) evaluation of ongoing functions.
Articulation was defined as the interrelation and interaction of
different segments of the educational system for assuring continuing
advancement in learning at all levels.
Institutional Research was defined as the implementation of
systematic studies into Institutional programs and operations for the
purpose of increasing institutional effectiveness.
Professional Development was defined as those activities designed
to increase the competencies of institutional faculty and staff.
Instructional Delivery Systems was defined as those programs and
processes designed to increase the opportunities for learning.
Accountability/Evaluation was defined as those activities design
ed to increase data based decision making at the most appropriate
level within the institution.
Collective Bargaining was defined as a process designed to pro
tect the rights and privileges of individuals through group action.
The goal areas and the number of activity statements in each
area were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Institutional Planning
Institutional Management
Articulation
Institutional Research
Professional Development
Instructional Delivery Systems
Accountability/Evaluation
Collective Bargaining

8
9
8
7
3
7
3
2

Final validation of the instrument was completed with the help
of two presidents of regional community colleges.
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The Population

The population selected for this study were the 29 public com
m u n i t y junior colleges located within the state of Michigan.

There

we r e 2 colleges in the upper penninsula and 27 colleges in the lower
penninsula.

The president of each college was selected as the res

pondent of the survey instrument because of his role as leader of
the college's growth and development

(Bushnell, 1973; Gleazer, 1973).

The demographic variables of the community junior colleges
selected for this study were:

1) the age of the institution;

2) the

geographical location of the institution; and 3) the size, student
headcount for Fall 1973, of the institution (Gross and Grambsch,
1968).

The source for this information was the 1974-75 Directory of

Institutions of Higher Education in M i c h i g a n .

Each survey instrument

was coded with its name and classification of these variables prior
to the analysis of the data.

A listing of all public Michigan com

m un i t y junior colleges with their ranking of age, location, and size
is found in Appendix B.
The population was divided into three age groups:

institutions

listed as beginning between 1914 and 1949; institutions listed as
beginning between 1950 and 1959; and those listed as beginning between
1960 and 1974.

Table 1 shows the number of institutions in each age

group.
The state was divided into four geographic regions.

The regions

we r e determined on a rough approximation of population density areas.
The number of institutions in each location group is shown in Table 2.
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TABLE 1
Michigan Community Junior Colleges
by Institutional Age

State
Totals

A ge
1914 - 1949

9

1950 - 1959

6

1960 - 1974

14
29

Total

TABLE 2
Michigan Community Junior Colleges
by Geographical Location

State
Totals

Location
U pper Penninsula

2

Mid-Michigan

6

S outhwestern

8

Southeastern
Total

13
29

The state was divided into five groups according to the student
headcount for Fall, 1973 reported in the Directory.
institutions in each size group Is shown in Table 3.

The number of
Michigan com

mun i t y junior colleges range in size from single small campuses with
a headcount of 723 to multicampus units with a student population of
19,217.

Multicampus institutions were treated as one college for
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this study.

TABLE 3
Mi chigan Community Junior Colleges
by Student Headcount Fall, 1973

Total
Size_________________________________________ in State
Up to 1,000

5

1,000 to 3,999

11

4 ,000 to 6,999

6

7,000 to 9,999

2

10,000 or more
Total

5
29

The Survey Procedure

T he p rocedure for the study followed the usual methodological
p rocedures for a research project of this type.
1.

A n introductory letter was mailed to the president of
each public community junior college in Michigan on
January 3, 1975.
This letter was signed by the Dean of
the College of Education and mentioned the support of
the presidents of two regional community colleges.

2.

T he instrument was mailed to each president with an
attached letter of introduction and directions and signed
by the researcher on January 7, 1975.

3.

A reminder postcard was sent to non-respondents on January
16, 1975.

4.

As of January 31st, all but eight instruments had been
returned.
At that time the two presidents agreed to
personally telephone the non-respondents.

5.

A second copy of the instrument and a letter were sent
to four of the eight institutions.
The letters and the
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reminder postcard are shown in Appendix C.

Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the survey method
and the procedures that w ere used In this investigation.

The rs^ionale

and procedures used in the development of the instrument were p re
sented in detail.

The rationale for the choice of the goal concept

areas w as presented and each goal concept area was defined.
The next chapter will present the analysis of the data with the
results.
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CHAPTER IV

THE RESULTS

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the
analysis of the data collected from the survey.

A survey instrument

was mailed to the president of every public community junior college
in Michigan.
returned.

Of the 29 instruments that were mailed,

27 or 93% were

One instrument was returned with no usable data and one

instrument was returned too late for the data to be included in the
analysis.

The analysis of data was taken from the 25 usable survey

instruments.

The analysis will show the priority ratings for the

eight goal areas over three time periods,

the priority ratings for

the goal areas over time comparing the effect of institutional age,
geographical location, and institutional size variables.

The two-way

analyses of variance were computed to test for significant mean
differences and interrelations among the variables of time, goal
areas, age, location, and size.

P riority Ratings for Goal Areas

The eight goal areas chosen for study were:
Planning;

tional Research;
Systems;

1) Institutional

2) Institutional Management; 3) Articulation; 4) Institu
5) Professional Development;

6) Instructional Delivery

7) Accountability/Evaluation; and 8) Collective Bargaining.

32
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Each goal area was measured by two or more activity statements.

Each

activity statement was given a priority rating by the president for
each of the three time periods.
1) Very high priority;

The priority rating scale was:

2) High priority;

3) Low priority;

priority; and 5) Not appropriate (for this institution).
time periods were:

4) Very low
The three

Past 1970-74; Current 1974-75; and Future 1975-80.

The instrument was mailed to the presidents in January,
The goal area of Institutional Planning
eight institutional activities.

1975.

(IP) was measured using

The statements are shown in Table 4

with the mean for each institutional activity for each of the three
time periods.
The mean priority ratings ranged from 1.2 to 2.4 for the 1974-75
time period.

The activities rated highest in priority were:

10,

Keep the board informed of current issues, and 41, Identify the image
of the institution. The activity rated lowest in priority was 1,
Cooperate in regional planning for high-cost,

low enrollment programs.

The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.2 to 2.0 for
the 1975-80 time period.

The highest priority rating was given to

activity 10, Keep the board informed of current issues.

The activi

ties: 17, Develop guidelines and criteria for establishing institu
tional priorities, and 41,

Identify the image of the institution were

given a priority rating of 1.4.

The activity rated lowest in priority

was 11, Participate in statewide planning among postsecondary insti
tutions.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.4 to 2.8
for the 1970-74 time period.

The highest priority rating was given

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

34
TABLE 4
Means Rating for Institutional Planning
Past, Current, and Future

Number

A c t ivity Statement

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

Cooperate in regional planning
for high-cost, low enrollment
programs.

2.8

2.4

1.9

10

Keep the board informed of
current issues.

1.4

1.2

1.2

11

Participate in statewide plan
ning among postsecondary
institutions.

2.2

2.0

2.0

16

Use faculty and students input
for planning.

2.2

1.8

1.8

17

Develop guidelines and criteria
for establishing institutional
priorities.

2.3

1.7

1.4

20

Establish and maintain organi
zational structures for short
term and long-range planning.

2.5

2.1

1.8

41

Identify the image of the
institution.

1.6

1.5

1.4

Examine the impact of resource
allocation on institutional
growth.

2.2

1.8

1.8

1

46

'
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to activities:

10, Keep the board informed of current issues, and

41, Identify the image of the institution.

The activity 1, Cooperate

in regional planning for high-cost, low enrollment programs was
rated lowest in priority.
All activities in the IP goal area Increased in their priority
ratings from the past to the future.

The activities 1, 17, 20, and

41 showed an increase in priority from their current to their future
ratings.

The activity 1 had the largest increase, going from a

current m ean of 2.4 to 1.9 for the future.

The activity 10 had the

highest priority rating in each of the three time periods.
The goal area of Institutional Management
using nine institutional activities.

(IM) was measured

The statements are shown in

Table 5 wit h the mean for each institutional activity for each of
the three time periods.
T he m ean priority ratings ranged from 1.6 to 2.4 for the 1974-75
time period.

The activities rated highest in priority were:

27,

Communicate systematically the college goals, activities, and achieve
ments to the community, and 36, Develop a system which insures free
flow of communication across all segments of the college.
activities rated lowest in priority were:

The

3, Install a management

information system, and 30, Establish and maintain programs for
educationally and physically handicapped,

gifted, and other groups

w ith special needs.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.4 to 2.1
for the 1975-80 time period.

The highest priority rating was given

to activity 27, Communicate systematically the college goals, acti-
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TABLE 5
Mean Ratings for Institutional Management
Past, Current, and Future

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

3

Install a management information
system.

3.0

2.4

2.0

7

Involve all segments of the
Institution in the decision
making process.

2.3

2.2

2.1

19

Develop forecasting and
analytical studies to facili
tate long-range planning.

2.4

1.8

1.5

22

Initiate a p r ogram budget and
evaluation system.

2.3

2.1

1.9

25

Develop and use systematic
e valuation of all programs and
activities.

2.5

2.0

1.6

27

Communicate systematically the
college goals, activities, and
achievements to the community.

1.8

1.6

1.4

29

Organize all programs so that
they reflect institutional
goals and objectives.

2.0

1.8

1.5

30

Establish and ma intain programs
for educationally and physically
handicapped, gifted, and other
groups w i t h special needs.

2.8

2.4

2.0

36

Develop a system w h ich insures
free flow of c o m munication across
all segments of the college.

1.8

1.7

1.7

Number

Activity Statement
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vities, and achievements to the community.

The activities:

19,

Develop forecasting and analytical studies to facilitate long-range
planning, and 29, Organize all programs so that they reflect insti
tutional goals and objectives were given a rating of 1.5.

The

activity 7, Involve all segments of the institution in the decision
making process, was rated lowest in priority.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.8 to 3.0 for
the 1970-74 time period.
activities:
vities,

The highest priority rating was given to

27, Communicate systematically the college goals, acti

and achievements to the community, and 36, Develop a system

wh i c h insures free flow of communication across all segments of the
college.

The activity 3, Install a management information system,

was rated lowest wi t h a m ean of 3.0.
All activities in the IM goal area increased in their priority
ratings from the past to the future.

All activities,

except 36,

showed an increase in priority from their current to their future
ratings.

The activities 3, 25, and 30 had an increase of 0.4 from

their current to their m e an ratings for the future.

The activity 27

had the highest priority rating in each of the time periods.
The goal area of A rticulation (Ar) was measured using eight
institutional activities.

The statements are shown in Table 6 with

the me a n for each institutional activity for each of the three time
periods.
The m e a n priority ratings ranged from 1.5 to 2.7 for the 1974-75
time period.

The activities rated highest in priority were:

40,

Establish your community junior college as an unique postsecondary
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TABLE 6
Mean Ratings for Articulation
Past, Current, and Future

Number

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

2

Facilitate the flow of students
from high school through post
secondary institutions —
regionally and statewide.

Activity Statement

1.9

1.8

1.7

4

Provide for faculty and admin
istrative contacts with regional
colleges and universities.

2.4

2.2

2.1

5

Conduct follow-up studies on
graduates, transfers, and
other students.

2.7

2.0

1.7

13

Participate wi t h regional organ
izations in staff professional
development programs.

3.0

2.7

2.4

24

Conduct periodic local employ
ment needs studies.

2.5

2.1

1.9

3V

Participate in efforts which will
allow students to earn credits
from several institutions toward
a single program of study

2.7

2.3

2.0

39

Establish liaison with institu
tional and community organiza
tions for local problem solving.

2.5

2.3

2.0

40

Establish your community junior
college as a unique postsecondary
institution.

1.5

1.5

1.4

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

39

institution, and 2, Facilitate the free flow of students from high
school through postsecondary institutions —

regionally and statewide.

The activity rated lowest in priority was 13, Participate with
regional organizations in staff professional development programs.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.4 to 2.4
for the 1975-80 time period.

The highest priority rating was given

to 40, Establish your community junior college as an unique post
secondary institution.

The activities:

2, Facilitate the flow of

students from high school through postsecondary institutions —
regionally and statewide, and 5, Conduct follow-up studies on graduates,
transfers, and other students showed a rating of 1.7.

The activity

13, Participate wi t h regional organizations in staff professional
development programs was rated 2.4.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.5 to 3.0 for
the 1970-74 time period.

The highest priority rating was given to

a ctivity 40, Establish your community junior college as an unique
p ostsecondary institution.

The activity 13, Participate with

regional organizations in staff professional development programs,
was rated lowest w ith a mean rating of 3.0.
All activities in the Ar goal area showed an Increase in their
priority ratings from the past to the future.

All activities also

showed an increase from their current to their future priority
ratings.

Ttfe activities 5, 13, 34, and 39 had an increase of 0.3

from their current to their future ratings.

The activity rated

highest in priority in each of the time periods was 40.
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The goal area of Institutional Research (IR) was measured using
seven institutional activities.

The statements are shown in Table 7

w ith the me a n for each institutional activity for each of the three
time periods.
The me a n priority ratings ranged from 2.0 to 3.0 for the 1974-75
time period.

The activities rated highest in priority were:

9,

Initiate community educational needs assessment studies, and 44, Use
r esearch and evaluative data in program development and policy making.
The activity rated lowest in priority was 47, Allocate five (5%) per
cent of institutional budget to research, development, and evaluation
activities.
The means for the activity statements for the 1975-80 time period
ranged from 1.6 to 2.7.

The highest priority rating was given to

activity 9, Initiate community educational needs assessment studies.
The activities:

15, Evaluate the effect of institutional strategies

and procedures, and 44, Use research and evaluative data in program
development and policy making were also given high priority ratings.
The activity 47, A l locate five (5%) percent of institutional budget
to research, development, and evaluation activities, was rated
lowest wit h a m ean of 2.7.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 2.3 to 3.3 for
the 1970-74 time period.

The highest priority rating was given to

a ctivity 44, Use research and evaluative data in program development
and policy making.

The activity 6, Initiate interinstitutional

sharing of research findings, was given a mea n rating of 3.3.
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TABLE 7
Mean Ratings for Institutional Research
Past, Current, and Future

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

6

Initiate interlnstitutional
sharing of research findings.

3.3

2.8

2.4

9

Initiate community educational
needs assessment studies.

2.6

2.0

1.6

15

Evaluate the effect of institu
tional strategies and pro
cedures.

2.6

2.1

1.7

28

Create an office for research,
development, and evaluation.

3.0

2.7

2.3

42

Examine personnel problems and
issues in serving multiple
student groups.

2.7

2.4

2.4

44

Use research and evaluative
data in program development
and policy making.

2.3

2.0

1.8

47

Allocate five (5%) percent of
institutional budget to research,
development, and evaluation
activities.

3.2

3.0

2.7

Number

Activity Statement
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All activities in the IR goal area showed an increase in their
priority ratings from the past to the future.

All activities,

except

42, increased in priority from their current to their future ratings.
The activities 6, 9, 15, and 28 showed an increase of 0.4 from their
current to their future ratings.

The activity rated highest in

priority in the current and future was 9.
The goal area of Professional Development
using three institutional activities.

(PD) was measured

The statements are shown in

Table 8 wit h the m ean for each institutional activity for each of
the three time periods.
The mea n priority ratings ranged from 2.4 to 2.9 for the 1974-75
time period.

The activity rated highest in priority was 37, Develop

systematic procedures for measuring professional growth.

The

activity 12, Allocate necessary funds for non-professional staff
development, was rated lowest in priority.
The m eans for the activity statements ranged from 2.2 to 2.4 for
the 1975-80 time period.

The highest priority rating was given to

activity 37, Develop systematic procedures for measuring professional
growth.

The activity 12, Allocate necessary funds for non-professional

staff development programs, was rated lowest at 2.4.
The m e ans for the activity statements ranged from 2.6 to 3.3
for the 1970-74 time period.

The highest priority rating was given

to activity 37, Develop systematic procedures for measuring pro
fessional growth.

The activity 12, Allocate necessary funds for

non-professional staff development, was rated lowest in priority.
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TABLE 8
Mean Ratings for Professional Development
Past, Current, and Future

Number

Activity Statement

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

12

Allocate necessary funds for
non-professional staff develop
ment.

3.3

2.9

2.4

35

Providing released time and
funds for curricular and insti
tutional innovations.

2.7

2.5

2.3

37

Develop systematic procedures
for measuring professional
growth.

2.6

2.4

2.2

In the PD goal area, all three activities showed an increase in
their priority ratings from the past to the future.

All activities

increased from the current to the future in priority ratings.

The

activity 12 had the greatest increase in priority rating from current
to the future.

The activity 37 was rated highest in priority in each

of the time periods.
The goal area of Instructional Delivery Systems
measured using seven institutional activities.

(IDS) was

The statements are

shown in Table 9 w ith the mea n for each institutional activity for
each of the three time periods.
The m ean priority ratings ranged from 1.6 to 2.7 for the 1974-75
time period.

The activities rated highest in priority were:

18,

Establish other locations w ithin the community for learning experi-
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TABLE 9
Mean Ratings for Instructional Delivery
Systems Past, Current, and Future

Number

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

18

Establish other locations with
in the community for learning
experiences.

Activity Statements

2.2

1.6

1.4

21

Provide opportunities to earn
credit by a variety of
techn i q u e s .

2.5

1.8

1.4

31

Develop educational programs
in cooperation with industry
and labor unions.

1.8

1.6

1.6

33

Provide cultural activities
for the community.

2.1

2.0

1.7

38

Initiate n ew systems for grad
ing and evaluation.

2.8

2.7

2.5

43

Provide opportunities for
avocational learning experi
ences .

2.1

1.9

1.9

45

P r ovide basic education skills
to prepare students for
college.

2.1

2.0

1.8
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ences, and 31, Develop educational programs in cooperation wit h in
dustry and labor unions.

The activity rated lowest in priority was

38, Initiate n ew systems for grading and evaluation.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.4 to 2.5 for
the 1975-80 time period.
were:

The activities rated highest in priority

18, Establish other locations within the community for learning

experiences, and 21, Provide opportunities to earn credit by a variety
of techniques.

The activity 38, Initiate new systems for grading

and evaluation, was rated 2.5.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.8 to 2.8 for
the 1970-74 time period.

The highest priority rating was given to

activity 31, Develop educational programs in cooperation with industry
and labor unions.

The activity 38, Initiate new systems for grading

and evaluation, was given a rating of 2.8.
All activities in the IDS goal area increased in their priority
ratings from past to the future.

The activities 18, 21, 33, 38, and

45 showed an increase from the current to the future priority ratings.
The activity 21 had the greatest increase in priority rating from
current to the future.

The activity 18 was rated highest in priority

in the current and future time periods.
The goal area of Accountability/Evaluation (A/E) was measured
using three institutional activities.

The statements are shown in

Table 10 wit h the me a n for each institutional activity for each of
the three time periods.
The m ean priority ratings ranged from 2.0 to 2.4 for the 1974-75
time period.

The activity rated highest in priority was 23, Use cost
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as a criterion in systematic program evaluation.

The activity 32,

Use competency-based evaluation for student achievement and gradua
tion, was rated lowest in priority.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 1.8 to 2.2 for
the 1975-80 time period.

The highest priority rating was given to

activity 23, Use cost as a criterion in systematic program evaluation.
The activity 8, Use decentralized administrative decision-making
processes, was rated 2.2.
The means for the activity statements ranged from 2.4 to 2.7 for
the 1970-74 time period.

The highest priority rating was given to

activity 23, Use cost as a criterion in systematic program evaluation.
The activity 32, Use competency-based evaluation for student achieve
ment and graduation, was rated lowest in priority at 2.7.
In the A/E goal area, all three activities showed an increase
in their priority ratings from the past to the future.

All activities

increased from current to the future in their priority ratings.

The

activity 32 showed the greatest increase from current to the future.
The highest priority rating was given to activity 23 in all time
periods.
The goal area of Collective Bargaining
two institutional activities.

(CB) was measured using

The statements are shown in Table 11

wi t h the mean for each institutional activity for each of the three
time periods.
The mean priority ratings ranged from 2.8 to 4.0 for the 1974-75
time period.

The m ean priority rating of 14, Assess and evaluate

the relationship between collective bargaining and educational out-
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TABLE 10
Mean Ratings for Accountability/Evaluation
Past, Current, and Future

Number

Activity Statement

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

Use decentralized administra
tive decision-making processes.

2.6

2.3

2.2

23

U se cost as a criterion in
systematic program evaluation.

2.4

2.0

1.8

32

Use competency-based evaluation
for student achievement and
graduation.

2.7

2.4

2.1

8

TABLE 11
Mean Ratings for Collective Bargaining
Past, Current, and Future

Number

A ctivity Statement

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

14

Assess and evaluate the relation
ship between collective bargain
ing and educational outcomes.

2.9

2.8

2.5

26

Use the collective bargaining
process to increase non-teaching
staff involvement in institu
tional operations.

3.8

4.0

4.0
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comes, was 2.8.

The m e a n priority rating of 26, Use the collective

bargaining process to increase non-teaching staff involvement in
institutional operations, was 4.0.
The mean priority ratings ranged from 2.5 to 4.0 for the 1975-80
time period.

The activity 14, Assess and evaluate the relationship

between collective bargaining and educational outcomes, showed a mean
of 2.5.

The activity 26, Use the collective bargaining process to

increase non-teaching staff involvement in institutional operations,
was given a m e a n of 4.0.
The m e a n priority ratings ranged from 2.9 to 3.8 for the 1970-74
time period.

The activity 14, Assess and evaluate the relationship

between collective bargaining and educational outcomes, showed a
mea n of 2.9.

The activity 26, Use the collective bargaining process

to increase non-teaching staff involvement in institutional operations,
showed a me a n of 3.8.
In the CB goal area,

there were two activities.

The activity

14 showed an increase in the priority rating from past to the future
and from current to the future.

The activity 26 showed a decrease

in the priority rating from past to the current and no change from
current to the future.

The activity 26 did not have an increase in

priority rating from past to the future.

The activity 14 was given

the highest priority rating in all three time periods.
A complete listing of the institutional activities by goal area
with their m ean and standard deviation for each time period is shown
in Appe n d i x

.
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Priority Ratings for Goal Areas With
Demographic Variables

T he m ean priority ratings for the goal areas for each of the
three time periods based upon institutional age are presented in
Table 12.

The criteria for the age grouping were presented in

C hapter III.
In the current time period 1974-75,

the older institutions show

ed a priority rating of 2.0 or higher for all goal areas, except IDS.
The mi d d l e age Institutions showed a priority rating of 2.0 or higher
for all goal areas, except IP, IM, and Ar.

The younger institutions

showed a priority rating of 2.0 or higher for all goal areas, except
IP and IDS.
In the future time period 1975-80,

the older institutions

showed a rating of 2.1 or higher for all goal areas, except IP, IM,
and IDS.

The middle age institutions showed a rating of 2.1 or

higher for the goal areas IR, PD, A/E, and CB.

The younger insti

tutions showed a priority rating of 2.0 or higher for IR, PD, and
CB.
In the past time period 1970-74,

the older institutions showed

a rating of 2.3 or higher for all goal areas, except IDS.

The

mid d l e age institutions showed a rating of 2.0 or higher for all
goal areas, except IDS.

The younger institutions showed a rating

of 2.1 or higher for all goal areas,

except IDS.

All goal areas increased in their priority ratings from past to
the future in each age group,

except IDS in age groups 1950-59 and

1960-74 and CB in age group 1914-49.

All goal areas increased in
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TABLE 12
Mea n Priority Ratings for Institutional
Goal Areas by Age

Time

1970-74

Age
Categories

Number
Responding

IP

IM

Ar

IR

PD

IDS

A/E

CB

1914-49

7

2.3

2.6

2.7

3.2

3.1

2.0

2.7

3.1

1950-59

5

2.0

1.9

2.1

2.5

2.9

1.6

2.7

4.0

1960-74

13
25

2.1

2.3

2.4

2.7

2.8

1.8

2.4

3.2

1914-49

7

2.0

2.2

2.3

2.7

2.9

1.9

2.4

3.4

1950-59

5

1.7

1.8

1.9

2.3

2.7

2.0

2.4

3.9

13
25

1.8

2.0

2.1

2.3

2.4

1.9

2.1

3.2

1914-49

7

1.8

1.9

2.1

2.5

2.5

1.9

2.1

3.4

1950-59

5

1.7

1.8

1.8

2.1

2.5

1.9

2.3

3.8

1960-74

13
25

1.6

1.7

1.8

'2.0

2.2

1.8

1.9

3.0

N =

1974-75

1960-74
N =

1975-80

N =

o
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their priority ratings

from current tothe future in

except IDS and CB in age group 1914-49
1950-59.

each age group,

and IP and IM in age group

The greatest increase in a goal priority rating from current

to the future was wi t h PD in age group 1914-49.

In the future time

period, the goals IP, IM, and IDS showed the highest priority ratings
for all age groups.

The goal CB was given a low priority rating by

each age group in each time period.
The mean priority

ratings for the goal areas for

each of the

three time periods based upon geographical location are presented in
Table 13.

The criteria for the location grouping were presented in

Chapter III.
In the current time period 1974-75,

the institutions in the

Upper Penninsula showed a priority rating of 2.1 or higher for all
goal areas.

The goal area of IP was given the lowest rating of 2.1.

The institutions in Mid-Michigan showed a priority rating of 2.0 or
higher for all goal areas,

except IP, IM, and Ar.

The institutions

in Southwestern M i c higan showed a priority rating of 2.1 or higher
for all goal areas,

except IP.

The institutions in Southeastern

Michigan showed a priority rating of 2.0 or higher for all goal areas,
except IP, IM, and IDS.
The m e a n priority ratings for the goal areas for the future
1975-80 showed that the U pper Penninsula institutions gave a rating
of 2.1 or higher for all goal areas, except IP.

The Mid-Michigan

institutions gave a rating of 2.1 or higher to the goal areas PD,
A/E, and CB.

The Southwestern institutions gave a rating of 2.0 or

higher to all goal areas, except IP, IM, and Ar.

The Southeastern
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TABLE 13
M e a n Priority Ratings for
Institutional Goal Areas by Location

Time

1970-74

Location

Number
Responding

IP

IM

Ar

IR

PD

IDS

A/E

CB

Upper Penninsula

2

3.1

3.1

3.7

4.1

3.7

2.7

3.7

4.0

Mid-Michigan

4

1.7

2.0

2.1

2.4

2.5

1.7

2.4

3.6

Southwestern

7

2.4

2.6

2.5

3.0

3.5

2.0

2.5

3.5

Southeastern

12
25

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.6

2.6

1.6

2.5

3.0

N =

1974-75

Upper Penninsula

2

2.1

2.5

2.9

3.2

3,3

2.5

2.7

3.3

Mid-Michigan

4

1.6

1.9

1.9

2.2

2.4

2.0

2.2

3.4

Southwestern

7

1.9

2.1

2.1

2.6

2.9

2.1

2.2

4.1

Southeastern

12
25

1.8

1.9

2.0

2.3

2.4

1.7

2.2

3.0

N =
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TABLE 13 Cont’d
Mea n Priority Ratings for
Institutional Goal Areas by Location

Time

1975-80

Location

Number
Responding

IP

IM

Ar

IR

PD

IDS

A/E

CB

1.9

2.1

2.6

2.9

3.0

2.4

2.2

3.0

1.7

1.9

1.9

2.3

1.8

2.1

3.3

1.7

1.8

1.8

2.1

2.3

2.0

2.0

3.9

1.7

1.7

1.8

2.1

2.2

1.7

2.0

2.9

Upper Penninsula

2

Mid-Michigan

4

1.4

Southwestern

7

Southeastern

12
25

N =

Michigan institutions gave a rating of 2.0 or higher to the goal areas
IR, PD, A/E, and CB.
'

The mean priority ratings for the goal areas for the past time

period 1970-74 showed that the Upper Penninsula institutions gave a
rating of 3.1 or higher for all goal areas, except IDS which was rated
2.7.

The Mid-Michigan institutions gave a rating of 2.0 or higher

for all goal areas, except IP and IDS which were rated 1.7.

The

Southwestern institutions showed a rating of 2.4 or higher for all
goal areas, except IDS.

The Southeastern institutions showed a rating

of 2.0 or higher for all goal areas, except IDS.
All goal areas increased in their priority ratings from past to
the future in each location group, except IDS in the Mid-Michigan,
Southwestern, and Southeastern groups and CB in the Southwestern
group.

All goal areas in each location group increased in priority

ratings from current to the future, except Ar in Mid-Michigan and IDS
in Southeastern Michigan.

The greatest increase in goal priority

rating from current to the future was PD in Southwestern Michigan.
In the future time period,

the goal area IP showed the highest

priority rating for all location groups.

The Southeastern group also

gave a high priority rating to IM and IDS.

The goal CB was given a

low priority rating by each group in each time period.
The mean priority ratings for the goal areas for each of the
three time periods based upon size
sented in Table 14.

(headcount, Fall 1973) are pre

The criteria for the size grouping were

presented in Chapter III.
In the current time period 1974-75,

institutions with up to
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TABLE 14
M ea n Priority Ratings for Institutional
Goal Areas by Size

Time

Number
Responding

Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

IP

IM

Ar

IR

PD

IDS

A/E

CB

4

2.3

2.5

3.0

3.1

3.0

2.1

2.9

3.5

1,000 to 3,999

9

2.2

2.4

2.3

2.8

3.1

1.8

2.4

3.4

4,000 to 6,999

5

2.2

2.3

2.5

3.1

3.0

1.9

3.1

3.6

7,000 to 9,999

2

2.6

2.4

2.8

3.1

3.0

1.5

2.8

3.3

10,000 or more

5
25

1.7

2.0

2.0

2.1

2.2

1.5

2.0

2.7

Up to 1,000

4

1.8

2.2

2.5

2.6

2.8

2.1

2.2

3.0

1,000 to 3,999

9

1.9

2.0

2.0

2.5

2.9

2.0

2.2

3.8

4,000 to 6,999

5

1.9

1.9

2.1

2.7

2.5

1.9

2.5

3.6

7,000 to 9,999

2

2.3

2.3

2.6

2.9

2.5

1.6

2.7

3.3

10,000 or more

5
25

1.5

1.7

1.9

1.8

2.2

1.7

1.8

2.6

Size
Up to 1,000

1970-74

N =

1974-75

N =

Ln

Mean

Priority

Ratings

for

Institutional

56
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1.000 students showed a priority r a t i n g
areas, except IP.

Institutions w i t h

a priority rating of 2.0 or higher f o r
was given a rating of 1.9.

of 2.1 or higher for all goal

1,000

Institutions

with 4,000 to 6,999 students

showed a priority rating of 2.1 or h i g h e r

for all goal areas,

IP, IM, and IDS, w h i c h w ere given a r a t i n g
7.000 to 9,999 students showed a p r i o r i t y
all goal areas,

except IDS.

showed a priority rating of 2.2 and

2.6

except

Institutions with

rating of 2.3 or higher for

for PD and CB, respectively.

of

1 . 9 or lower.

In the future time period 1 9 7 5 - 8 0 ,

institutions with up to 1,000

students gave a priority rating of 2 . 3

a

higher to all goal areas,

I n s t i t u t i o n s with 1,000 to 3,999

students rated all goal areas as 2.0
Ar.

of 1.9.

I n s t i t u t i o n s with 10,000 or more students

All other goal areas showed a rating

except IP, IM, IDS, and A/E.

to 3,999 students showed

a l l goal areas except IP, which

or

Institutions w ith 4,000 to 6,9 9 9

of 2.1 or higher to all goal areas,

higher,

except IP, IM, and

s t u d e n t s gave a priority rating

except

IP, IM, Ar, and IDS.

Institutions of 7,000 to 9,999 s t u d e n t s

g a v e a priority rating of

2.0 or higher to each goal area, e x c e p t

IDS.

or m ore students rated the goal a r e a s
respectively.

of

except IP, IM, IDS, and A/E.

rated at 1.8 or lower.

i n s t i t u t i o n s with up to 1,000

students showed priority ratings of 3 . 0

o r higher to all goal areas,

I n s t i t u t i o n s with 1,000 to 3,999

students gave ratings of 2.4 or h i g h e r
Ar, and IDS.

PD and CB as 2.2 and 2.6,

All other goal areas w e r e

In the past time period 1970-74,

Institutions of 10,000

Institutions wit h 4 , 0 0 0

to
to

all goal areas, except IP,
6,999 students gave priority

ratings of 3.0 or higher to all goal a r e a s ,

except IP, IM, Ar, and
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IDS.

Institutions wit h 7,000 to 9,999 students gave ratings of 2.8

or higher to all goal areas,

except IP, IM, and IDS.

Institutions

of 10,000 or m ore students gave ratings of 2.0 or higher to all goal
areas, except IP and IDS.
All goal areas increased in their priority ratings from past to
the future in each size group, except IDS and CB in institutions with
1,000

to 3,999 students and institutions with 7,000 to 9,999 students

and goals PD and IDS in institutions with 10,000 or more students.
A ll goal areas increased in their priority ratings from current to
the future; except IDS in institutions with 1,000 to 3,999 students,
IP, IDS, and CB in institutions with 7,000 to 9,999 students, and
goal areas PD,
students.

IDS, A/E, and CB in institutions with 10,000 or more

In the future time period,

the IP goal area was given

the highest priority rating by institutions; up to 1,000, 1,000 to
3,999, and 10,000 or more.

The IM goal area was given the highest

priority rating by institutions with 4,000 to 6,999 students.

The

IDS goal area was given the highest priority rating by institutions
w i t h 7,000 to 9,999 students.

The CB goal area was rated lowest in

priority in each time period by each institutional size group.

T wo-Way Analyses of Variance

This section will present the mean ratings for the goal areas
b y the time periods; a _t test comparison of goal areas; and the
results of the two-way analyses of variance on the variables:
Areas, Time periods,

Goal

institutional Age, geographical Location, and

institutional Size.
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The priority m ean ratings and the sd scores for each of the goal
areas for each of the time periods as determined by all 25 presidents
are presented in Table 15.

The figures displayed in the table

represent the total mean scores.

TABLE 15
M ea n Ratings for Goal Areas
by Time Periods

1970-74
X
sd

Goal Areas
Institutional Planning

(IP)

Institutional Management

(IM)

1974-75
X
sd

1975-80
X
sd

2.2

.64

1.8

.47

1.7

.42

2.3

.61

2.0

.48

1.8

.49

Articulation (Ar)

2.4

.59

2.1

.46

1.9

.43

Institutional Research (IR)

2.8

.85

2.4

.71

2.1

.78

Professional Development

2.9

.71

2.6

.62

2.3

.71

1.8

.50

1.9

.51

1.8

.51

(PD)

Instructional Delivery
Systems (IDS)
A ccountability/Evaluation
(A/E)

2.6

.68

2.2

.53

2.0

.53

C ollective Bargaining

3.3

1.06

3.4

1.10

3.2

1.05

(CB)

N = 25

Results for the current time period 1974-75 showed that the goal
areas of IP and IDS were given the highest priority.

All other goal

areas were given a priority rating of 2.0 or higher.

The goal areas

rated lowest in priority were PD and CB.

The range of sd scores was

from .46 to 1.10, but the only goal area with an sd greater than
1.00

was CB.
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Means for the future time period 1975-80 showed that the goal
areas of highest priority were IP, IM, IDS, and Ar, with a priority
rating of 1.9 or lower.
but again,

The range of sd scores was from .42 to 1.05,

the only goal area wit h an sd greater than 1.00 was CB.

Ratings for the past time period 1970-74 showed that the goal
area of IDS was given the highest priority by the presidents.
other goal areas w ere given a rating of 2.2 or higher.
of sd scores was from .50 to 1.06, and again,

All

The range

the only goal area

w it h an sd greater than 1.00 was CB.
T able 16 presents the summary table for a two-way analysis of
variance comparing goal area means for each of the eight goal areas
and the three time periods.

The I? ratio for Goal Areas

(GA) indicated

statistically significant differences at the .05 level in the ratings

TABLE 16
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Goal Areas
w i t h Repeated Measures

df

MS

F

121.115
87.481

7
168

17.302
.521

33.227*

Times (3)
Times x Subjects

17.668
14.865

2
48

8.834
.310

28.524*

Goal Areas x Times
GA x Times x Subjects

6.186
24.527

14
336

.442
.073

6.053*

Source

SS

Goal Areas (8)
GA x Subjects

N = 25

*£<

.05

by the presidents w i t h i n each of the eight goal areas.

The JF ratio
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for Time showed significant mean differences in ratings between the
three time periods: past;

current; and future.

The F for interaction

indicated that the goal areas and time periods had a significant
interrelation at the .05 level.
As a follow-up to the F test in an attempt to identify the
specific sources of variance within the goal areas and across the
time periods, a series of _t tests were computed comparing goal area
means at the different time periods.

This was an attempt to identify

wh i c h of the goal areas w ere contributing to the differences found.
The results of that analysis are shown in Table 17.

TABLE 17
t^ Test Comparison of Goal Area Means
for Three Time Periods

Goal Areas

1970-74 vs
1974-75

1970-74 vs
1975-80

1974-75 vs
1975-80

IP

3.602*

5.412*

IM

3.386*

5.814*

1.810
2.428*

Ar

3.315*

5.655*

2.340*

IR

4.036*

7.456*

3.421*

PD

3.249*

6.189*

2.940*
1.051

IDS

1.408

0.358

A/E

3.978*

6.035*

2.057*

CB

0.441

0.883

1.324

df 242.5

N = 25

* £ < .05
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The Jt tests showed significant differences in mean ratings by
the presidents in all goal areas and for all three time periods,
except IDS, CB, and the 1974-75 vs 1975-80 comparison for IP.

These

t^ test results indicated that the goal area means were significantly
different at the .05 level between the three time periods.

The goal

area means for IDS and CB were not significantly different at any
time period comparison.

The highest _t values appeared in the past

vs future comparisons for all of the goal areas which showed signi
ficant differences.
Table 18 presents the results of the eight two-way analyses of
variance computed w ith A ge and Time as the independent variables and
goal areas as the dependent variables.
summary form.

The F ratios are reported in

The method of two-way analysis of variance wit h repeated

m easures was taken from Winer,

1962.

The results failed to show signi

ficant differences in the mean ratings of goal areas based on the Age
of the institution.

The F ratios displayed in the column marked Time

showed significant differences at the .05 level in all goal areas,
except IDS and CB.

Only IDS and CB failed to show a significant dif

ference in mean priority ratings over Time.
showed one significant I? ratio.

The interaction column

The goal area of IM showed a signifi

cant interrelationship between Age and Time in rating activity statements.
T able 19 presents the results of the eight two-way analyses with
Location and Time as the independent variables and the goal areas
as the dependent variables.

The F ratios are reported in summary

form.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

63

TABLE 18
F Ratios for Age and Institutional Goal Areas
by Three Time Periods

Age

Goals

Time

Interaction

IP

.584

23.749*

.553

IM

1.031

25.241*

2.553*

Ar

1.266

32.448*

1.195

IR

.983

32.493*

.563

PD

.877

15.255*

.380

IDS

.087

A/E

1.215

CB

1.216

N = 25

*£<

2.066

1.816
.232

17.491*
.348

.645

.05

The results showed that in Location, only AR, was statistically
significant at the .05 level of probability.

The other goal areas

showed no significant differences in their mea n ratings.
ratios,

seen in the column marked Time,

in all goal areas,

except IDS and CB.

The 1?

showed significant differences
No significant differences in

ratings over time according to location were found in the goal areas
IDS and CB.
The interaction column showed four goal areas,
PD, w i t h a significant I? ratio.

IP, Ar, IR, and

These results indicated that there

is a statistically significant interrelationship at the
between Location and Time for these goals.

.05 level

The goal area Ar, showed
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significant difference in mean ratings by Location, over Time, and
in the Interaction.

TABLE 19
£ Ratios for Location and Institutional Goal Areas
for Three Time Periods

Location

Goals

Time

Interaction

IP

1.657

35.463*

4.501*

IM

1.778

24.169*

1.651

Ar

4.337*

43.684*

3.945*

IR

1.642

39.046*

2.263*

PD

2.375

20.300*

3.096*

IDS

2.888

1.807

A/E

.825

CB
N = 25

20.923*

1.157
*£ <

Table 20 presents
va r iance w i t h Time

.389

.473
1.957
1.664

.05

the results of the eight two-way analyses of

and Size as the independent variables and the

goal areas as the dependent variables.

The F ratios are reported

in summary form.
The analysis of the data failed to show significant interrelation
ships bet w e e n Size

and Time for any goal area.

The F ratios for Time

showed significant differences in all goal areas, except IDS

and CB

at the .05 level.
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TABLE 20
F Ratios for Size and Institutional Goal
Areas by Three Time Periods

Goals

Size

Time

Interaction

IP

1.383

23.239*

.652

IM

.807

19.459*

.224
1.479

Ar

2.280

34.478*

IR

1.297

30.706*

.463

PD

.848

17.084*

1.372

IDS

.714

1.768

A/E

1.499

CB

21.467*

.964

N = 25

*£<

.483
1.893

.348

.812

.05

Summary

This chapter has presented a series of tables showing the
results of the analyses of the data.

For ease of reporting the

means and standard deviation scores were rounded.

The computations

on all data were carried to three decimal places.

The variables

that w ere tested were Goal Areas, Time periods,

institutional Age,

geographical Location, and institutional Size.

The mean ratings

for the activities in each goal area for each time period were
presented.

The mean ratings for each goal area for each time period

based on age, location, and size were presented.

An analysis of
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Goal A rea means by the Time periods was presented,

Then a series of

two-way analyses using Time and Goal Areas and Age, Location, and
Size wer e presented.

The next chapter will present the discussion

of the results.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present a discussion of the
results of the data analyses; present the conclusions that can be
expressed as a result of this project; and present recommendations
that can be made for future study.

Summary of the Results

C ommunity junior colleges have recently undergone a period of
rapid growth in enrollment and in the number of new institutions.
P o stsecondary education has been in a period of intensive examination
these past two decades.

Community junior colleges are currently

struggling w ith an identity crisis and are looking for a more efficient
means of enhancing articulation with other segments of the educational
system.

The institutional goals and activities w hich serve the purpose

and roles of these colleges are in an evolutionary period of develop
ment.

The economic, social, and cultural actions of society are

i nteracting with the community junior colleges.
This project was to design and test an instrument composed of
selected goals and objectives.

The purpose of the instrument was to

survey the institutional goals and objectives of Michigan public
community junior colleges to identify their unique role in the state's
67
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system of education.

The goals and objectives were to provide a

measure of the institutional priorities that had been established by
the president for these activities.

The goals and objectives reflect

some of the complex concerns and trends that these institutions are
dealing w ith today.

The goals and objectives that were selected for

the project were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Institutional Management
Institutional Planning
Articulation
Institutional Research
Professional Development
Instructional Delivery Systems
Accountability/Evaluation
Collective Bargaining

The survey instrument was mailed to the president of each com
munity junior college in January, 1975.

The instrument contained

the following:
1.

A randomized list of forty-seven institutional activity
statements.

2.

A rating scale for the priority of each activity:
1) Very
high priority; 2) High priority; 3) Low priority; 4) Very
low priority; and 5) Not appropriate.

3.

Three time periods for each activity to be rated: 1) Past
(1970-74); 2) Current (1974-75); and Future (1975-80).

Final validation of the instrument was made with the consultation of
two regional community college presidents.
There were 29 survey instruments mailed to community junior
colleges and 27 or 93% we re returned.

Of the 27 that were returned,

25 or 86% of the total contained usable data for analyses.

The data

were analyzed by goal area mean ratings for the three time periods.
The goal area means w ere looked at for the time periods by institutional
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age, geographic location, and institutional size.

The goal area means

were examined and analyzed across the time periods.

The goal area

means were also analyzed across the time periods by age, location,
and size.
A comparison of the mean priority ratings from Past 1970-74 to
F uture 1975-80 showed that 46 of the 47 objectives increased in their
m ean priority ratings.

The activity 26, Use the collective bargaining

process to increase non-teaching staff involvement in institutional
operations, had a mean rating of 3.8 for the Past and 4.0 for the
Future.

This objective had a low priority rating for all time periods.

A comparison of the means from Current 1974-75 to Future 1975-80
showed that 44 of the objectives increased in their mean rating,

two

objectives maintained the same rating, and only one decreased in
priority.

These results would seein to indicate several possible

explanations.

One, all of the goals and objectives chosen for study

r epresented the most important and critical concerns.

Two,

the

statements were written w ith too much positive thrust, or three,
the ratings were not absolute.

The ratings for these objectives

are only relative to each other as are the objectives.
A comparison of the total mean ratings for all objectives in
each goal area by time is presented in Table. 21.

The comparison of

current rankings w ith the Future showed that the first three goals
in the Current are also the first three in the Future.

These three

goals have a high priority today and will continue to be high in
priority.

The other five goal areas will continue to remain at their

level of priority relative to the ratings given.

The five goals
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TABLE 21
A Ranking of Goal Areas by Mean
Ratings for Three Time Periods

Time

Goal Areas
Instructional Delivery Systems

1970-74

1974-75

1975-80

Mean
X
1.8

Institutional Planning

2.2

Institutional Management

2.3

Articulation

2.4

Accountability/Evaluation

2.6

Institutional Research

2.8

Professional Development

2.9

Collective Bargaining

3.3

Institutional Planning

1.8

Instructional Delivery Systems

1.9

Institutional Management

2.0

Articulation

2.1

Accountability/Evaluation

2.2

Institutional Research

2.4

Professional Development

2.6

Collective Bargaining

3.4

Institutional Planning

1.7

Institutional Management

1.8

Instructional Delivery Systems

1.8
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TABLE 21 Cont'd
A Ranking of Goal Areas by Mean
Ratings for Three Time Periods

Mean
X

Goal Areas

Time

Artic u lation

1975-80

1.9

Ac c o u n tability/Evaluation

2.0

Institutional Research

2.1

Professional Development

2.3

Collec tive Bargaining

3.2

w ere rated higher in p r iority in the Future than in the Current time
period but their ranking did not change.
W hen the ranking for the past was compared to the Current and
Future time periods,

the top three goals were the same.

The other

five goals had the same r elative ranking as those in the Current
and those in the Future time period.
The comparison of the ranking of goals by their means for each
time period showed that all presidents had congruency in the priority
ratings for these goals.

Institutional Planning,

Institutional

Management, and Instructional Delivery Systems have been, are currently,
and are projected to be the most important goals for Michigan community
junior colleges as rated by the presidents.

There was essentially no

change in the ratings of these goals for the period 1970 to 1980.
Again,

these ratings are relative only to the other goals examined
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and are not absolute ratings.
In the two-way analysis of variances which examined goal areas
by time, a statistically significant F ratio at the .05 level was
obtained.

The mean ratings for the goals for each time period by the

presidents showed significant differences.

The interaction ratio

indicated that the mean for the goal was interrelated with time.
of the goals changed in their priority in each time period.

All

A _t

test analysis showed that by comparing the eight goal means across
the three time periods only five t^ values were not significant at
the

.05 level.

Instructional Delivery Systems and Collective Ba rgain

ing goal means showed no significant _t values across the three time
periods.
In a series of two-way analyses of variance that examined Age
and Time wi t h Goal Areas,

there was only one significant interaction

F ratio at the .05 level.

Institutional Management showed an inter

relationship with Time and Age.

All F ratios computed with the Time

means w ere statistically significant at the .05 level, except for IDS
and CB.
In a series of two-way analyses of variance which examined
Location and Time w ith the Goal Areas,

the results showed only Ar had

significant differences in mean ratings by Location over Time.

The

interaction showed statistically significant I[ ratios for IP, Ar, IR,
and PD, w hich indicated that the means for these goals are interrelated
wit h Time and Location.

The 1? ratios for Time were significant at

the .05 level of probability for all goals, except IDS and CB.
In a series of two-way analyses which examined Size and Time with
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the Goal Areas, no statistically significant F ratios for Size or
interaction were found.

In Time there were significant F ratios

obtained at the .05 level for all goals, except IDS and CB.

Conclusions

The instrument was designed to measure a select group of institu
tional goals and objectives in a survey of presidents of Michigan
community junior colleges over the ten year time period 1970-1980.
Community junior college presidents have extreme demands on their
time.

The extremely high rate of return for the survey indicated a

high and active interest in institutional goals and objectives.
With the acknowledgement that the goals and objectives which
were measured were a select group, several conclusions were made.
The objectives were randomly mixed before being rated by the presidents.
After the analysis of these ratings,
essentially identical.

the rank order of goals was

All presidents of participating community

junior colleges ranked Institutional Planning,

Institutional Manage

ment, and Instructional Delivery Systems as the top three goals in
all three time periods.

All presidents ranked the goals Articulation,

Accountability/Evaluation, Institutional Research, Professional
Development, and Collective Bargaining, in that order, for each time
period.
All goal areas showed significant increases in priority ratings
by the presidents over the ten year time period.

The goal of

Collective Bargaining was consistently rated low in priority by all
presidents in each time period.

The consistently high rating given to
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Instructional Delivery Systems supports the role of the community
junior college as a teaching institution.

This finding is strongly

supported by the literature (Bushnell, 1973; Gleazer, 1973; Medsker,
1960; Palinchuk, 1973).

The role of the president as an educational

leader is strongly supported in this study by the high priority ratings
given to institutional planning and management throughout the seventies.
The ratings showed the president will continue to have primary con
siderations for leadership effectiveness in planning and management
functions.
The results of the data analysis showed that of the demographic
v ariables examined,
planning,

location was interrelated with the goals of

articulation, research, and professional development.

M i chigan public community junior colleges do have institutional
goals and objectives.

These goals have been identified and measured.

There w as a high d egree of congruence for the priority rating and
ranking of these goals among the presidents for the seventies in
Michigan.

Recommendations

The recommendations for further study that are presented here
should be pursued only after a careful analysis of the results of this
study.
1.

A d d itional analysis and explanation would be helpful for
the statistically significant interaction F ratios found
in the factors of Time, Age, and Location.

2..

Further research to identify the means by which community
junior colleges reach their goals is needed.
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3.

Further research to produce a means for measuring goal
achievement in community junior colleges is needed.

4.

Further research for the clarification of implications of
the collective bargaining process as a management tool is
needed.

5.

A comparison study using the survey instrument to measure
the goal ratings of presidents of 4-year colleges and
universities in Michigan is needed to compare those results
to the community junior college results.

6.

A comparison study using the survey instrument to measure
the goal ratings of presidents of community junior colleges
in other states is needed for a more comprehensive under
standing of this type of institution.

7.

The survey instrument should be administered to several
constituent groups of a community junior college, i.e.,
administrators, board members, faculty, students, non-teaching
staff, and members of the community.
The ratings that were
obtained from the various groups should be compiled, analyzed,
and studied.
Congruence or the lack of should be discussed
and an agreement for the goals of the institution should be
reached.

8.

The survey instrument could be administered as a follow-up
to a personal interview or as a supplement to a personal
interview to avoid some misinterpretations that invariably
result from the written word.

Summary

The community junior college is a meeting place for people and
ideas.

There is opportunity for communication and interaction.

members of the community are attending for a variety of reasons.

More
The

community junior college personnel need to be aware of their concerns
and be responsive to them.

Americans are concerned about academics

and the process of education.

Presidents of public community junior

colleges in Mi chigan are concerned about the goals, objectives, and
activities for this type of institution.

The goals must be known and
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agreed u pon by a ll concerned constituent groups for the college to have
m a ximum growth.
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W i T I W N M IC H IG A N U H IV 1R SITY
COLLIOI or IDUCATtON

January 7, 1975

Dear Mr. Presidenti
The survey in which you are participating is a part of a Western Michigan
University community-junior college project sponsored by the College of
Education. The purposes of the project are 1) to increase our knowledge
about Michigan community-junior colleges and 2) to facilitate interinstitutional cooperation.
The purpose of this study is to gather information about community-junior
college activities, priorities and institutional capabilities. The find
ings should contribute to a clarification of the status and needs of
Michigan colleges as well aG provide some indicators about the need for
interinstitutional cooperation.
Your participation in this project is greatly appreciated. Please complete
the form and return it in the enclosed envelope by January 21, 1975

The instrument will require approximately 20 minutes to complete.
responses will remain anonymous.

Your

The instrument is intended to collect information in two areas.
1.

Institutional Activities with your level of a priority rating for each
activity for three time periods. Each of the k? activities should be
given a rating of from (1) Very high priority to (5) Not appropriate
to this institution. Please circle the number which represents your
priority rating of each activity for each time period - Past(1970-7*0,
Current(197^-75) and Future(1975-80).
activity*™ be implemented at your institution. Each activity should
be rated Can do alone, Can only do with outside resources or Cannot do,
Please check ( ) the box under the statement which represents your
current institutional skill and capability to implement each activity.

A summary of the results of the study will be sent to you.
your time and cooperation.

Thank you for

Sincerely yours,

Dorothy J. Buchan
Project Director

and

Margaret J. Neill
Project Director
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. Provide opportunities for
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Name & Address

Code

Age

Location

Size

Dr. Dale B. Lake, President
Kalamazoo Valley Community College
6767 West ’O ’ Avenue
Kalamazoo, MI
49009
Dr. Richard F. Whitmore, President
K ellogg Community College
450 North Avenue
Battle Creek, MI
49017
Dr. Herbert N. Stoutenburg, President
Alpena Community College
666 Johnson Street
Alpena, MI
49707
Mr. Edwin E. Wuehle, President
Bay De Noc Community College
901 South Twelfth Street
Escanaba, MI
49829
Dr. Charles N. Pappas, President
C. S. Mott Community College
1401 East Court Street
Flint, MI
48503
Mr. Donald J. Carlyon, President
Delta College
University Center, MI
48710
Dr. Justus D. Sundermann, President
Glen Oaks Community College
Centreville, MI
49032
Dr. James D. Perry, President
Gogebic Community College
Ironwood, MI
49938
Mr. Francis J. McCarthy, Dean
Grand Rapids Junior College
143 Bostwick Avenue, N.E.
Grand Rapids, MI
49502
Dr. Stuart M. Bundy, President
He nry Ford Community College
5101 Evergreen Road
Dearborn, MI
48128
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Name & Address
Mr. Thomas Lloyd, President
Highland P ark College
Glendale & Third Avenues
Highland Park, MI
48203

Code

Age

Location

11

1

4

Size

2

Mr. Harold V. Sheffer, President
Jackson Community College
2111 Emmons Road
Jackson, MI
49201

12

1

4

3

Mr. Robert A. Stenger, President
Kirtland Community College
Roscommon, MI
48653

13

3

2

1

Dr. James L. Lehman, President
Lake Michigan College
2755 Napier Avenue
Benton Harbor, MI
49022

14

1

3

2

Mr. Philip J. Gannon, President
Lansing Community College
419 N. Capitol Avenue
Lansing, MI
48914

15

3

4

5

Dr. John R. Dimitry, President
Macomb County Community College
14500 Twelve Mile Road
Warren, MI
48093

16

2

4

5

Mr. Eugene W. Gillaspy, President
Mid-Michigan Community College
Route 3
Harrison, MI
48625

17

Dr. Ronald Campbell, President
Monroe County Community College
155 S. Raisinville Road
Monroe, MI
48161
Dr. Clifford J. Bedore, President
Montcalm Community College
Sidney, MI
48885
Dr. Charles M. Greene, President
Muskegon Community College
221 Quarterline Road
Muskegon, MI
49443

3

2

1

18

3

4

2

19

3

3

2

-■

20

1

3

3
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Code

Age

Mr. Alfred D. Shankland, President
North Central M i chigan College
1515 Howard Street
Petoskey, MI
49770

21

2

2

2

Dr. William J. Yankee, President
Northwestern Michigan College
1701 E. Front Street
Traverse City, MI
49684

22

2

2

2

Dr. Joseph E. Hill, President
Oakland Community College
2480 Opdyke
Bloomfield Hills, MI
48013

23

3

4

5

Dr. Richard L. Norris, President
St. Clair County Community College
323 Erie Street
Port Huron, MI
48060

24

1

4

2

Dr. C. Nelson Grote, President
Schoolcraft College
18600 Haggerty Road
Livonia, MI
48151

25

3

4

3

Dr. Russell "M" Owen, President
Southwestern Michigan College
Cherry Grove Road
Dowagiac, MI
49047

26

3

3

2

Dr. David H. Ponitz, President
W asht e n a w Community College
4800 E. Huron River Drive
A n n Arbor, MI
48106

27

3

4

3

Dr. Reginald Wilson, President
W a yne County Community College
4612 Woodward Avenue
D e t r o i t , MI
48201

28

3

4

5

Dr. John M. Eaton, President
West Shore Community College
B ox 277
Scottville, MI
49454

29

3

2

1

Name & Address

Location

Size
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W ESTERN M IC H IG A N U N IV E R S IT Y
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

92
KALAMAZOO, MICHIGAN
49008

January 3 , 1975

D r. Richard F. Whitmore, President
Kellogg Community College
450 North Avenue
Battle Creek, M l 49017
Dear D r. Whitmore:
For several years, we at Western M ichigan University have been interested
in developing viable means for increasing interinstitutional communication and
articulation with community colleges across the state. To enhance our efforts
in this area, we have funded a project on A rticulation and Community Junior
Colleges with the express purpose of examining the issues and problems involved
in articulation between community junior colleges and Western M ichigan University.
Recognizing the great diversity among our several institutional needs, a ctiv ities ,
and priorities, we have planned for a variety of a ctivities for the year. Each is
designed to enhance our understanding of community colleges and to discover
effective ways of strengthening articu la tio n . One of several facets of this project
is a study of community college goals and resources for institutional research,
development, and evaluation. Through this study and other a ctivities we expect
to gain more information which w ill serve as a basis for planning subsequent
actions which w ill enhance articulation between us.
The survey instrument was developed and tested this fall with the consultation
and assistance of Dr. Dale B. Lake and D r. Richard F. Whitmore. We feel that
their experience in and concern for the continued growth and development of
M ichigan community colleges has contributed greatly to the valid ity and practical
u tility of the instrument and the research project of which it is a part.
You w ill receive the survey instrument in the mail within a few days as a part
of this study. We request that you complete the instrument rather than someone
else. We are particularly interested in and concerned about your perspective as
the chief administrative officer of your colle g e . Your cooperation in this effort
is greatly appreciated.
Cordially
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W ESTERN M IC H IG A N U N IV E R S IT Y
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

KALAMAZOO, MICHIGAN
49008

F e b r u a r y 11, 1975

M r . A l f r e d D . S h a n k la n d , P r e s id e n t
N o r t h C e n tr a l M ic h ig a n C o lle g e
1515 H o w a r d S tr e e t
P e to s k e y , M ic h ig a n 4 9 7 7 0
D e a r M r . S h an k lan d :
E n c lo s e d is a second c opy o f the s u r v e y in s tr u m e n t w h ic h D r . D a le
L a k e d is c u s s e d w ith you la s t w e e k . W e do a p p r e c ia te y o u r in te r e s t
and w o u ld l i k e to th a n k you f o r y o u r tim e and c o n s id e r a tio n in th is
e ffo r t . A s ta m p e d s e lf- a d d r e s s e d e n v e lo p e is e n c lo s e d f o r y o u r
c o n v e n ie n c e .
S in c e r e ly ,

D J B :jf
cc:

D o r o th y J. B uchan
P r o je c t D i r e c t o r

D r . D a le L a k e , P r e s id e n t
K a la m a z o o V a l l e y C o m m u n ity C o lle g e

Enc.
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WESTERN M IC H IG A N U N IV E R S ITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

94
AZOO, M I C H I O A N
49001

M a r c h 4 , 1975

D r . T h o m a s L lo y d , P r e s id e n t
H ig h la n d P a r k C o lle g e
G le n d a le & T h i r d A v e n u e
H ig h la n d P a r k , M ic h ig a n 4 82 03
D e a r D r . L lo y d :
E n c lo s e d is a second copy o f the s u r v e y in s t r u m e n t w h ic h D r . D a le
L a k e d is c u s s e d w ith you la s t w e e k . W e do a p p r e c ia te y o u r in te r e s t
and w ould l i k e to thank you f o r y o u r tim e and c o n s id e r a tio n in th is
e ffo r t . A s ta m p ed s e lf- a d d r e s s e d e n v e lo p e is e n c lo s e d f o r y o u r
c o n v e n ie n c e .
S in c e r e ly y o u rs ,

cmc

D o r o t h y B uc h a n
P r o je c t D i r e c t o r

cc: D r . D a le L a k e , P r e s id e n t
K a la m a z o o V a l l e y C o m m u n ity C o lle g e
E nc.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

APPENDIX D

Goals and Activity Statements
w ith Means and Standard Deviations
g iven for the Three Time Periods
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Institutional Activity

Past
X

(1970-74)
SD

Current
X

(1974-75)
SD

Future (1975-80)
X
SD

1. The goals of Institutional
Planning are to:
1.

Cooperate in regional planning
for high-cost, low enrollment
programs.

2.8

1.1

2.4

1.0

1.9

1.0

10. Keep the board informed of
current issues.

1.4

.7

1.2

.4

1.2

.4

11. Participate in statewide plan
ning among postsecondary
institutions.

2.2

1.0

2.0

.8

2.0

.7

16. U se faculty and students input
for planning.

2.2

.9

1.8

.6

1.8

.6

17. Develop guidelines and criteria
for establishing institutional
priorities.

2.3

1.1

1.7

.7

1.4

.5

20. Establish and maintain organi
zational structures for short
term and long-term planning.

2.5

.9

2.1

.9

1.8

1.0

41. Identify the image of the
institution.

1.6

.8

1.5

.6

1.4

.6
VO
O'
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Institutional Activity

Past
X

(1970-74)
SD

Current (1974-75)
X
SD

Future (1975-80)
X
SD

1. Cont'd
46. Examine the impact of resource
allocation on institutional
growth.

2.2

.9

1.8

.6

1.8

.7

2. The goals of Institutional Manage
ment are to:
3.

Install a management information
system.

3.0

1.2

2.4

1.2

2.0

1.1

7.

Involve all segments of the
institution in the decision
making process.

2.3

1.2

2.2

1.1

2.1

1.1

19. Develop forecasting and
analytical studies to facili
tate long-range planning.

2.4

.9

1.8

.6

1.5

.6

22. Initiate a program budget and
evaluation system.

2.3

1.0

2.1

.8

1.9

1.0

25. Develop and use systematic
evaluation of all programs
and activities.

2.5

.9

2.0

.7

1.6

.7
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Institutional Activity

Past
X

(1970-74)
SD

Current (1974-75)
X
SD

Future (1975-80)
X
SD

2. Cont:'d
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27. Communicate systematically the
college goals, activities and
achievements to the community.

1.8

.8

1.6

.7

1.4

.6

29. Organize all programs so that
they reflect institutional
goals and objectives.

2.0

.9

1.8

.8

1.5

.5

30. Establish and maintain programs
for educationally and physically
handicapped, gifted, and other
groups w ith special needs.

2.8

1.1

2.4

1.1

2.0

1.1

36. Develop a system w hich insures
free flow of communication across
all segments of the college.

1.8

.7

1.7

.7

1.7

.7

3. The goals of Articulation are to:
2.

Facilitate the flow of students
from high school through post
secondary institutions —
r egionally and statewide.

1.9

.9

1.8

.9

1.7

.9

4.

Provide for faculty and admin
istrative contacts with regional
colleges and universities.

2.4

1.2

2.2

1.1

2.1

1.2
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Institutional Activity

Past
X

(1970-74)
SD

Current
X

(1974-75)
SD

Future (1975-80)
X
SD

3. C o n t ’d
5.

Conduct follow-up studies on
graduatesj transfers and
other students.
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2.7

1.1

2.0

.8

1.7

.6

13. Participate with regional
organizations in staff pro
fessional development
programs.

3.0

.9

2.7

.8

2.4

.8

24. Conduct periodic local employ
ment needs studies.

2.5

1.1

2.1

1.0

1.9

.9

34. Participate in efforts which
will allow students to earn
credits from several institu
tions toward a single program
of study.

2.7

1.1

2.3

.9

2.0

.8

39. Establish liaison with institu
tional and community organiza
tions for local problem solving.

2.5

.9

2.3

.9

2.0

1.0

40. Establish your community junior
college as a unique post
secondary institution.

1.5

.6

1.5

.6

1.4

.6

VO
VO

Past
X

(1970-74)
SD

Current (1974-75)
X
SD

Future
X

(1975-80)
SD

4. The goals of Institutional
Research are to:
6.

Initiate interinstitutional
sharing of research findings.

3.3

1.0

2.8

1.0

2.4

1.0

9.

Initiate community educational
needs assessment studies.

2.6

1.1

2.0

.8

1.6

.7

15. Evaluate the effect of insti
tutional strategies and pro
cedures .

2.6

1.0

2.1

.7

1.7

.7

28. Create an office for research
development and evaluation.

3.0

1.2

2.7

1.1

2.2

1.3

42. Examine personnel problems and
issues in serving multiple
student groups.

2.7

1.1

2.4

1.1

2.4

1.2

44. Use research and evaluative
data in program development
and policy making.

2.3

.8

2.0

.6

1.8

.6

47. Allocate five (5%) percent of
institutional budget to
research, development and
evaluation activities.

3.2

1.3

3.0

1.3

2.7

1.4

100
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Institutional Activity

Past
X

(1970-74)
SD

Current
X

(1974-75)
SD

Future (1975-80)
X
SD

5. The goals of Professional
Development are to:
12. Allocate necessary funds for
non-professional staff
d e v e l o p m e n t.

3.3

.7

2.9

.8

2.4

.9

35. Providing released time and
funds for curricular and
ins t itut ional innovat i o n s .

2.7

1.1

2.5

1.0

2.3

1.1

37. Develop systematic procedures
for measuring professional
growth.

2.6

1.0

2.4

.9

2.2

1.0

18. Establish other locations within
the community for learning
e x p e r iences.

2.2

.9

1.6

.5

1.4

.5

21. Provide opportunities to earn
credit by a variety of
techniques.

2.5

.9

1.8

.7

1.4

.6

6. T he goals of Instructional Delivery
Systems are to:

101
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Institutional Activity

Past
X

(1970-74)
SD

Current
X

(1974-75)
SD

Future (1975-80)
X
SD

6. Cont'd

1.8

.9

1.6

.9

1.6

.9

33. Provide cultural activities for
the community.

2.1

1.1

2.0

1.0

1.7

.8

38. Initiate n ew systems for grading
and evaluation.

2.8

1.0

2.7

.8

2.5

1.0

43. Provide opportunities for
avocational learning experiences.

2.1

.8

1.9

.9

1.9

.9

45. Provide basic education skills
to prepare students for college.

2.1

1.0

2.0

1.0

1.8

1.0

2.6

1.2

2.3

1.1

2.2

1.1

2.4

1.0

2.0

.8

1.8

.9

7. The goals of Accountability/Evalua
tion are to:
8.

Use decentralized administrative
decision-making processes.

23. U s e cost as a criterion in
systematic program evaluation.

102

Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

31. Develop educational programs in
cooperation w ith industry and
labor unions.

7.

Current
X

(1974-75)
SD

Future (1975-80)
X
SD

C o n t 5d
32. Use competency-based evaluation
for student achievement and
graduation.

8.

Past (1970-74)
X
SD

2.7

.9

2.4

.8

2.1

.7

The goals of Collective Bargaining
are to:
14. Assess and evaluate the rela
tionship between collective
bargaining and educational
outcomes.

2.9

1.3

2.8

1.3

2.5

1.3

26. Use the collective bargaining
process to increase non
teaching staff involvement in
institutional operations.

3.8

1.2

4.0

1.1

4.0

1.1
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